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This paper describes the rationale behind the 
development of a model for secondary teacher education by the 
Stanford School of Education, New approaches in the area of teacher 
education are designed to meet these current demands in the schools- 
demands for teachers to have curriculum orientations which cross 
traditional curriculum boundaries; demands for teachers to be aware 
of and to deal constructively with student affect; demands for new 
patterns of staffing and resource utilization* The model itself 
consists of three components s Phase I, Continuous Professional 
Education Programs (pre-doctoral) i Phase li. Doctoral Programs i and 
Phase III, Research and Development Programs* Each deals with a 
particular domain of aGtivlty related to teacher education and each 
intersects with the other two components, suggesting an integrated 
and unified teacher education effort. Emphasis in the programs to be 
developed will be toward diversity and the development and testing of 
strategies, approaches and technologies relevant to the training of 
teachers. Examples of programs which are particularly appropriate for 
prospective teachers of the social studies are given* (SHM) 
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BACKGROTOfD TO A PLURALISTIC MODEL FOR TE_ACHER EDUCATION AT STMTORD 



The Stanford School of Education is a small schoQl, and by virtue of its 
size and purpose , it should not t^ to supply a large number of teadiera to 
Beet the demands of the schools. Our faculty has always believed this, even 
in the days of a teacher shortage i and now with a teacher surplus, which > it 
is projected I will continue for some time intq the future , our conviction Is 
reaffirmed. 

But there are new demands surfacing In the echools; demands for teachers 
to have curriculum orientations which cross traditional curriculum boradaries; 
demands for teachers to be aware of md to deal constructively with student 
affect; dem^^de for new patterns of staffing and resource utlllEatlon. Again, 
because of its size and purpose the Sttoford School of Education la in a 
unique position to attempt new approaches in the area of teacher education 
to help tmmt these demands* To facilitate the development of innovative ap- 
proaches, a pluralistic model for teacher education has recently been proposed 
to the faculty and has been approved by consensus* 

Since 1965 Stanford has been an innovative leader in the field of aecon- 
dary education md has been so on the strength of its relatively small fifth 
year Secondary Teacher Education Progrm (STEP). With four acadeffllc quarters 
of preparation, including three quarters of paid teaching internehlp, our 
pre-*servlce STEP graduates have developed into qualified teaahers in one of 
the eight currlculim areas around which the program is structured (the 
Social Studlesp English, Mathematlcai Science, Art, Muslc^ Physical Iducat ion, 
and Foreign L^guages.) 
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Although STEP has flouriahed sinca 1965* our major emphasis in the 
School of Edueation has been not at the master's but at the doctoral leval> 
A substantial nuD^er of Stmford doetorates in edaeation becoTO eollage and 
university taachers with a measure of responsibility for teacher trainings 
Sfanford has always been active In the professional pTOparatlon of teacher 
tialners, specifically of leadere in teacher education, I mention this past 
emphasis on our doctoral level professional training for fx will be a can* 
tral factor In the development of our plurallstJc model of teadier education 
to be discussed TOmentarliy« ^ 

An allditlonal factor Inf iuenclng the recomiendatlon for a complete re* 

structuring of teacher education at Stanford Is the presance of the Stanford 
Center for Research and Development In Teaching CSCRDT)^ Established In 1965 « 
this national center has had as Its mission to discover md document the es-^ 
sential characteristics of the teaching act and the nature of the conteKtual 
elements surrowdlng the Interaction betoeen the teacher md learner. At 
about the s^se time the Center was establlshedp the School of Education faculty 
recommtLded that the secondary teacher education program adopt a new posture 
relative to the Center^ The program was to continue to fimctlon as an eKeo^lary 
training program In Its asm right but was now to operate as a laboratoi^ for 
doctoral level tralnlag In teacher education aid m a site for research and 
development activities emanating from the Center* Furthermore , it was recom- 
mended that the Program should imdergo diange about every five years so that 
it would not become frc^en in any one pattern and would then be reassured of 

retaining its eicperlmental character. 



Foif some few years this aim and rationale helped to shape the secon*^ 
dary teacher education effort at Stanford, However, It is fair to say that 
the potential for such a program has never been fully realized » Within the 
last 3-4 yeara personnel changaig reduction of both Unlveraity and R&D 
Center budgeting for teacher education , the decline of Intern openings In 
local echoQis^ and our own inability to select the master teachera in the 
cooperating schools and to build proper cooperative chmnels with them all 
contributed to not adilevlng this potential* 

When during the academic year 1971*^72 the School of Education u^ertwk 
a serious self-exarolnation of all its programs , the teacher education effort 
unde^ent penetrating scrutiny^ In Its final report to the faculty in 
March 1972, the Task Force on Teacher Education recomiended a significant 
restructuring of our teacher education enterprise md called for m array 
of timely model programs instead of the single, homogeneous model under which 
we had been operating since 1965 • 

THE NEW MODEL; Broad ParOTeterg 

Figure 1 represents the three coniponents or Phases of an overall model 
of teacher education racomended by the Task Force. Each Phase deals with 
a particular domain of activity related to teacher education* Each Phase 
Intersects with the other two Phases suggesting an Integrated md unified 
teacher education interprlee. 



Fiiasa I 

CantlnuQua 

Frofasslonal 

Education 
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Phase II 
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Phase III 
Research and 
Dgvelopment Pragraooa 



Figure X 



It was agreed trom the outset of pur deliberations that the hiatus between 
pre ^nd in-service teacher education had too long agisted md that the eon- 
capt of a continuous professional education must supplant the dichotomy 
between pre and in^servlee prograffls, Tharefora, in Phase I of the new model 
there are areas labeled la and Ib ^ Areas labeled _Ia denote a nuober of small 
programs for pre->servlce teachers which wa hope to generate md sustain 

over the next three-five years. Designed for pre-servlce teachers with a 

* 

variety of undergraduate majors , theia programs would involve the use of 
selected field sites for teaching practicS* AlsO| newly emerging practices 
would be employed in these progrOTS* We will return in a moment to a more 
detailed consideration of one or two such programs which would be particularly 
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appropriate for the training of a teacher in the Social Studies, 

Slmultaneouely with the development and l^lementatlon of a eluater of 
small pra-servlce programs » there would emerge one or more programs for eK- 
perlenced teachers* Labeled lb, these efforts would be closely related to 
the preparatory la progr^Sp EKperlenced personnel from schools would be 
selected by Stanford and their districts on the basis of their already demon-^ 

atrated leadership and pf^tentlal fox further development « They would parti- 
dipate in the preparatory teacher education programs both for the experience 
it would give them and for the valuable contributions they could make as 
staff members # Opportunities would be provided for these experienced teachers 
to pursue interests in areas such as curriculum design, const ruction, and 
evaluation; teacher evaluation; or other domains related to the preparatory 
programs with which they are Identified. 

nils year we have at the Sohool of Eduaatlon five e^erlenced teachers 
representing the curriculum areas of biology^ English , and the Social Studies # 
Called Faculty Associates , these teadiers have been released by their dis- 
tricts to pursue areas of personal and district interest « The classes from 
which they have been released are taught by our STEP Interns, The Faculty 
Associates supervise the Interns, attend the curriculum and instruction meet- 
ings in their teaching areas , and meet regularly with our mm group of Stan«* 
ford supervisors on matters of mutual concern. It is hoped that this Faaulty 
Associate ProgrMtt will be a prototype of the In-sewlee progrm envisioned 
in Phase I of the New Model. 

To summarise, Phase I Is a predoctoral component of the restructured 
teacher education enterprise at Stanford, In the neKt five yGsrs we would 



chaiige from one program of pre-service training for sscondary teachers to 

several progrMS, In the words of the Task Force, these programs, when seen 
as a eiusterj "would aoBoblne various faatures of pre*serviGe and in-service 

training; would cross selected disciplines i would carry a range across pre- 
school^ elamentaryi and secondary levels i and would reach into undergraduate 
students for their trainees" (aoinethlng to which Stanford must he partleularly 
sensitive due to growing undergraduate interest aa well as to the already high 
and ever*inereasing tuition costs for its current fifth year masters degree 
and credential granting program). 

Before moving to a more detailed discussion of prospective training pro-- 
grams in Phase I, a brief word regarding Phase II ^ the Doctoral Programs ^ 
and Phase Ills the Research and Development Prograas, Is necessary. We have 
alluded earlier to Stanford's en^hasli on the preparation of teacher trainerg. 
This emphasis will continue. Phase II represents how doctoral students in 
teacher aducatlon will interact with in-^servlee and pre-service programs as 
well aa with research and development programs which may originate in both 
the R&D Center as well as the School off Education. The aim in Phase II 
is to prepara college teachers and researchers ^ as well as fleld*baaed per- 
sonnel i who are equipped to look at the total process of professional prep* 
paratlon and continuous development and to give the total process contlnultyi 
scope I md Ifl^act. 

In turnj Phase III, by Intersecting with Phases 1 and II, represents 
Stmford's effort to eKprad the knowledge base in the general field of teacher 
education* Evidence abounds that both the faculty of the School of Education 



and the Rsisareh Associates md ftogtm Directors of the R&D Center have Che 
researah aoc^etanos and Interest In studying the procesies of teaching and 
learning. Current R&D Center efforts in the devmlopffient of a siodel teacher 
training system and new aoursea offered at the Sohool of Education In the 
teaching of tha eulturally different attest to interests more fdcused on the 
professional preparation of teachers. The real Qhallenge Aead will be to 
Integrate these Interests and strengths Into systematic efforts of pre and 
In^servlGe training of Phase 1 and the doctoral level training of Phase II 
and thereby strengthen the interrelationships among all thrie Phases of the 
model. 

F^SE 1 1 A Closer Look at Sone EK^aples of Prospeqtlve la 'Programs 

Over the neKt ^o years we envliion the developaent of a snail nu^er 
of la type pre^servloe training progr^^. The area of speelallsatlon would 
vary froffl program to program* However , each area of specialisation would 
aceomiodate cmdldates whose undergraduate majors would be diverse yet would 
relate In a fundwental way to the area of specialisation^ To focus on pro^ 
grams which may be particularly appropriate for prospective teachers of the 
Soelal Studies p the follewlns aitanples are given i 

1. A program in Environmental Studies would admit candldiatea with 
undergraduate majors In the social sciences as well as candl-* 
dates with strong minors In political science or sociology 
but with majors in biology, hummi biology^ or some other rele- 
vant field. 
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2. A progratt In Latin Arc ri can Studies would admit Spanish majors 
with strong social science or anthropology minors or the re** 

verse • 

3t An tiaat Asian Studies Program would admit social science 

majors with, for instaneei anthropology or relevant language 
minors I or again the reverse. Other possible prograraj such 
as one in Urban Studies or another in Studies in Cultural 
Pemoeracy (in the latter we might find an Afro-Americanj a 
I'texican i^rlean or a Ilatlva American strand) would all be 
appropriate for the trainee wiihing to be credentialled in 
the Social Studies. 
Any prppogal for b specific training program will be initially review#d 
and approved by a central student^faculty committee on Teacher Education* 
To be approved each program should have clearly defined objectives , a co* 
herant eKpllcit rationale for the progrm as set farthi effective research 
development and evaluation components for its continual improvement^ and 
adequate finmclal resources, staff , and materials to insure a high degree 
of success, rurthermorej although these progrMis, by virtue of their areas 
of specialisation I are to reflect current social concerras and are to pre- 
pare teachers with multi-disripllnary subject matter combinations , there is 
to be a central core to each of the programs which in its structure md in- 
tent remains constant across all programs. Figure 2 on the following page 
reprtsents this central core* 



Prog, 1 Prog. 2 Prog, 3 ^*'Pr©l|, N 



1* Genaral or Liberal Education 










2. Speelallzed Education 

A, Subject matter 

B. Frefesslonal edueation theory ^ 
training, and practice. 










3p Individual /Saelal Cone Ida rat lans 
of Contemporary Signiflcince 

A* Minority problems 

B, Urban problems 

C« Intsmatlonal ^erspeetlves 

D« Specialised needs of Individuals 











Figure 2 

Thm three dimensions of the core are General and Liberal Education » 
Specialised Education ^ and Individual md Social Considerations of Con* 
te^orary Significance* These core strmds should not lead to a KDnoUthie 
list of required courses or eKperlences, Rather they should provide a 
framework within whldi there are many degrees of f reedoro for the trainees 
together with the In-service eKperlenced teachers , the doctoral at udentSy 
and the Involved faculty to jointly shape Imaginative variations by which 
the needs of the candidates could be Individually met in accordi^ce ^th 
acceptable stTOdards. 

ERIC 
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The almp shen, will be toward diversity and the davalopment and testing 
of strategies s approaches and technologies relevant to the trelnlng of 
teachers. Diversity will be evident not only across prooram areas of 
speciallEatien, but alse, for eKattple, by some pregratDs strletly adher- 
ing to behavioral objectives md others not| by some programs totally 
structured around performanee-baaed modules , and others Isis so; by some 
program having a algnlflcmt loeal co^unity-based character and others 
a more international base. 



AREAS OF COHCERN 

In the plmning, l^lementatlon and evaluation of my particular progam 
there will arise specific problema which will need to be addressed md re- 
aolvedi However^ in closing ^ I would point to four broad areas of eonaera 
which the plmners of any program must considers 

1* The corailtment of the faculty of the School of Education toward 
a pluralistic modal of teacher education must not be forthcpsh' 
ing only in principle but also in action. To generate a la 
type training program will d,.mOT.d a considerable 'expenditure 
of time and eneray on the part of a number of faculty. The 
axtent to which various meters of our present faculty will 
wish to eHplore new avenues and approachea to the pre^aervice 
training and continuous development of teachers will be shewn 
over the next two years for it is hoped that by Septei^er 1974 
we will have oparationallgad one or more l^type programs. 
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2. New liakagee with field settings will undoubtedly be neeesea^ to 
mount eomm q£ the alt#matlva progrMs, For InstanMp last year 
in a program proposed for Eastern Asimn Studies by Jan Tucker and 
hiB colleaau^s, an extended suc^ser field practieum In an East i^stsn 
eouniry was planned. Certainly m Urban Studlee teaohe^ edueatlon 
program might well be deilgned to have its students both teadi and 
live in an urban setting ao that the trainee davelopa m awareness 
of the city school as a political and soeial system as well as an 
mjATrnmsB of the Qomunlty served by the school. In such a pro* 
gram there la no question that flald^based personnel from the 
school district p from individual sehools^ from neighborhood groups^ 
from munielpalp state, and federal agencies, mid from a vartety of 
other institutions will need to commit a measure of their time and 
energies to the program's development. How will these linkages 
be developed? Wiat "pay-off^ to the field-based people will be of* 
fered? 

3* Certainly the planners of my program will need to consider the 

question of funding. Adequate funding must be e%'ldent before a 
program Is approved so that , for eHample^ the progrOT can be aa^ 
sured of providing adequate condensation to cooperating field- 
based teachers who may be working eloaely with trainees ©r for 
hiring short of long-'term consult an ti with particular eKpertise 
to bring to bear upon speelfic problems. 

At the moment a group of School of EdUQatlon faculty repreatntlng 
the fields of mathematics and natural and soeial selenees are meet* 
Ing regularly to flesh out a proposal for a training program to be 
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hopefully funded by the Natlanal Scienee Foundation, But we are all 
agreed that a variety ©f funding aourceip ragging from thgee at 
federalv state and local levels to private foundations and Stanford 
Itself j must be Identified and tapped, 

4* Finally, another major area to be eonsldered will be the extent to 
which programs will conform to the nw guidelines for approvad teacher 
eduQatlon progrms as set forth by the Calif orala Coimlsslon far Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing * Th±m new Commisilon has Indicated to all 
teacher training institutions in California thati as these Inetitu- 
tlons review their curreht pregrMs and bring them Into line with 
the new guidelines » the Comilsslon will weleome Innovative departurei 
from old approaehes and practices. Particularly urging very slgnf leant 
input by the 'field" into any pre-servlce program, the Comlsslon has 
provided In Its guidelines what we feel to be enough dsgraes of free- 
dom to strike out in some boldj new directions. 

Mereforei with the latitude provided by the CoTOilaslon, with the hoped-- 
for Qomltmenti from the "field" and from Interested Stanford faculty p with 
the already evident enthusiaBm of a number of undergraduates and doctoral 
students as wall as experlinced teachers in local dlstrlets, and with a real^ 
dent reaervoir of research and development interest In teaching and teachnr 
training originating at the R&D Center, we at STanford are anticipating our 
efforts in pre^aervlce teacher preparation and contlnuoua profeaelonal de^ 
velapment to take on a plurallstle yet Integrated charaGter* 



